N ow that baseball has returned as a cherished American pastime, although with a tarnished image from the 1994-95 strike, one can again invoke the "Hall of Fame" concept for outstanding performance. Induction into the Baseball Hall of Fame is a matter of politics (witness the controversy surrounding the Pete Rose exclusion). Clearly, despite baseball's heavy emphasis on statistical records of performance, other criteria besides hard numbers are invoked for admission.
No doubt politics would also enter into selecting individuals for a Political Science Hall of Fame. We hope to avoid some of these politics by narrowing our scope to an American Political Science Review (APSR) Hall of Fame. Who would comprise the Political Science Hall of Fame if the criterion for induction was the number of publications in the APSR? How would the APSR Hall of Fame compare to the roster that would result if other measures of visibility and performance, such as the frequency of citations, were employed?
Why an Interest in Who Publishes in APSR?
APSR is the leading political science journal in the United States (for an authoritative report on journal rankings, see Garand 1990) . APSR is substantively broad based, peer reviewed, high quality, widely circulated (16,000 subscriptions), and has an acceptance rate of about 10%. An article published in APSR indicates research of considerable merit and significance for the entire field of political science. Given the March 1996 prestige and difficulty associated with publishing in APSR, we argue that accomplishing this task a number of times is a feat that should be recognized.
Others might argue that one's curiosity regarding who published in APSR and how frequently is a reflection of our basic human desire for drawing comparisons. Festinger (1954) , among others (e.g., Tajfel 1981), suggests that there is a basic human drive to evaluate one's own opinions and abilities, and that this evaluation inevitably involves comparisons with others. In short, we are all curious to know who has published most frequently in APSR.
Information on the frequency of publishing in AP SR provides another means of ranking the scholarly production of political scientists and political science departments. Biographical information on those who publish most frequently in APSR (such as where they received their Ph.D.), as well as information on where those individuals are currently teaching, would provide considerable insight into the strength of different graduate programs around the country. Previously, such rankings of individual scholars and departments have used a variety of approaches. For example, some have employed reputational rankings determined through surveys of department chairs. Others have used publication record (i.e., the number of publications of various types) or the number of citations (the citation index) to each individual's work.
Each of these approaches for indicating individual or department standing in the discipline has some limitation (for an in-depth critique see Klingemann et at. 1989) . Reputation may have little to do with an individual's actual contribution to the field or outstanding academic performance. The relative importance of various journals, and books compared to journals, is difficult to determine when employing the "publication record" for ranking individuals in the discipline. The citation index, while more objective, also has some basic limitations. For example, it only references the first author, and the author's name can appear in different formats throughout (e.g., middle initials included or missing). For a more extensive critique of the citation index as the basis for ranking individuals and departments, see Cnudde (1986) .
Many of these limitations endemic to other approaches for ranking individual academic productivity and scholarly impact would be eliminated by using the number of publications in APSR. It is a more objective measure than reputational surveys. Using only AP SR eliminates the need to weight different types of journals for quality and prestige, although relying solely on APSR does bias our selection against those individuals and subfields that are oriented towards publishing only books or book chapters. We recognize this bias, but contend that many books are not peer reviewed, nor do they immediately have the wide circulation or prestige attached to them that is enjoyed by an article in APSR.
Despite the difficulties that plague citations as a measure of academic impact, we agree with Klingemann that these are a useful and valid method for determining standing in the profession. Our goal, however, is much more narrow in scope than his. We are primarily interested in the profession's leading journal and what frequency of publication in AP SR would convey as a portrait of the profession. Of course we are also, as good scientists, curious about the correspondence of the image of the profession conveyed by visibility in AP SR and that conveyed by the number of citations.
One of our basic hypotheses lying behind this empirical endeavor is that there would be a substantial correlation between the frequency of publishing in AP SR and the number of citations received in the Social Sciences Citations Index.) Assuming that the profession is essentially a reflection of the intellectual interests of those who do the very best work in the field, then both of these approaches convey the same basic portrait of where the profession has been, where it is currently, and where it may be going in the future. If this is true, then an even more accurate ranking of scholarly impact on the profession would be obtained by combining the number of AP SR publications with the number of citationsa measure that we construct and examine below.
Data Collection
Starting backwards from December 1994, we collected the " Table  of Contents" from each issue of APSR published since its initial issue in 1906. Each article found in the Table of Contents formed the unit of analysis (or record) for the initial data set. Included in the data set were regular research articles, research notes, controversies, and major reviews of the literature or some specific substantive field. Book reviews, editorial comments, and communications were excluded from consideration. For each publication included in the data set we coded author names, issue and volume information, starting page, content and the type of article (regular article, research note, etc.).
As we proceeded to construct 74 the data set, we were confronted by a number of data collection dilemmas. The first of these arose because APSR was a much different journal during the pre-war years than it is today (for a detailed description of the early years of APSR see Patterson, Ripley, and Trish 1988) . During its formative years relatively little space in the journal was devoted to substantive articles; thereby little prestige was associated with publishing in APSR during this period. It was not until the mid-1950s that the APSR emphasized superior scholarship. Thus, we decided that it was more appropriate to construct our APSR Hall of Fame, and do our detailed analysis of APSR over the most recent 40 years rather than the 89 years of APSR history. This decision is supported by the conclusions of Patterson, et al. (1988) . Moreover, our empirical analysis of the articles published before the mid-1950s, and only briefly reported here, confirms that comparing today's APSR to the APSR published before the mid-1950s would be inappropriate. Focusing our attention on the latest 40 years allows us to provide a more detailed analysis of the scholarly contributions of the two most recent 20-year professional cohorts. Given the historical change in AP SR, the AP SR Hall of Fame and other descriptions presented below pertain primarily to the latest 40 years of APSR . We will, however, from time to time draw some comparisons to the earlier years, thereby highlighting interesting changes that have occurred in the journal.
Other difficulties were also encountered while collecting the information from the AP SR Table of Contents. First, the data entry had to be meticulous, especially where the entry of names was concerned. Given that we would ultimately use the name variable to transform the data set into an author-based data set, the names had to be spelled correctly in order to appropriately match the various articles from across the years to a given author. This effort was made more problematic when some authors' initials were used inconsistently. 2 Another difficulty was the occasional typographical error we discovered in APSR. Yes, even a journal as prestigious as AP SR has typos. For example, Heinz Eulau's name was incorrectly spelled "Eutau" in the March 1973 issue, which published his APSA Presidential Address. Similarly, Robert Erikson's APSR publication in 1992 had his name spelled "Erickson," thereafter creating confusion over the correct spelling of his name.
Another APSR convention that gave rise to data collection difficulties involved split-articles and series of articles on a specific topic. (Klingemann 1986 ). For efficiency of data collection we used the SSCI
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One problem encountered when using the CD-Rom data, however, was that the CD-Rom and the book versions of SSCI do not count citations in the same manner (Klingemann 1986) . For example, no matter how many works by the same author are cited in a given article, the CD-Rom version of the SSCI counts only one citation, whereas the book version of SSCI would report each of the works cited. To correct for this, we generated a random sample of 60 authors for whom we had CD-Rom citation information. Then we measured the lines of citations in the book version of SSCI for the same authors over the same time period. Using these data, we created a constant (2.94) that we used to transform all of the information collected from the CD-Rom into measurements equivalent to the number of citations in the book version of the SSCI.
A Description of the Basic Data
Even a straightforward description of such basic distributions as the number and types of articles, or the number of authors who have published in AP SR over the past 40 years, provides a fascinating and evolving portrait of the profession and its leading journal. From 1906 to 1953 there were 1,776 total articles (including regular articles, research notes, controversies, and major reviews of the literature or some substantive field) published in APSR. Between 1954 and 1994 a total of 1,980 articles were published. Because of changes in the APSR format, which have allowed more articles to be published in the most recent 20 years, 56% of the articles in the last 40 years come from the 1974-94 20-year period (thus reflecting what had previously been reported by Patterson, Ripley, and Trish 1988) .
These articles varied by type. While 83% of the articles in the last 40 years havt( been regular articles, there has been some shift in the types of articles published in AP SR during recent years. In the 1954-58 period, 90% of APSR content was in the form of regular articles. Beginning with the years 1969-74, controversies gained a prominent position in AP SR. Research notes also began to appear more frequently as of the 1984-88 period. For the most recent period , regular articles made up 73% of AP SR content. Controversies (10%) and research notes (16%) currently fill the remaining pages in APSR.
The substantive content of these articles has also varied across time. In terms of content, our coding scheme is noticeably different from the one employed by AP SR in its annual reports compiled by the journal editor. The AP SR uses five broad-based subfield categories: American Politics and Public Policy, Comparative Politics, Normative Political Theory, International Relations, and Formal Theory (Powell 1994). We sought to develop a more substantive portrait of APSR content, and our coding scheme reflects that intention. The category of American Politics and Public Policy, for example, is too broad based for meaningful analysis (it is impossible to determine whether it refers to presidential studies, American electoral behavior, Congress, or some other topic). Working from the AP SR Table of Contents, we developed codes that included seven substantive categories (plus one catch-all miscellaneous category). These categories, listed in Table 1 , are more substantively focused, rather than determined by subfield or the country involved in the reported research.
As Table 1 demonstrates, the AP SR over the last 40 years has not been dominated by any particular substantive topic; no one area comprises more than 20% of the total content. Nevertheless, some substantive areas receive more attention than others. Theoretical and philosophical articles have comprised the highest percentage of APSR content (18%). The other seven substantive areas each make up between 8-14% of AP SR content.
Since looking at AP SR content overall provides little insight into either the history or the future of the discipline, we next turn to an examination of content across time.
The variation in content across time should provide clues to both where the discipline has been substantively and where it might be going.
The number of articles in two substantive areas in particular has declined significantly during the past 40 years. The study of political parties and interest groups and foreign/comparative politics both comprised roughly 20% of AP SR content between 1954 and 1973. In the most recent 20 years, however, both have declined to 11 % and 7% respectively. Conversely, political behavior and articles focused on a particular type of study or methodology have increased as a proportion of the overall content. Both made up less than 10% of journal content in the earlier period and have now grown to 16% and 17% respectively.
However, looking at these changes in journal content in more detail (see Figure 1) indicates that there has been even more variation across time. Political behavior had its most significant gains from 1959 to 1978, where it rose steadily from 6% to a high point of 17%. Since that time, it has leveled off a bit to 15% in the most recent period of 1989-94. Study/methods saw its 76 biggest gains from 1969-83, going from 9% to 24%. It has also declined since its high point of 24% to 15% and appears to be leveling. Foreign and Comparative Politics saw steady decline in levels of APSR content from 1954-83 (from 25% to 5%) and has since rebounded slightly to 8%. The study of political parties and interest groups, on the other hand, saw most of its loss in a single 1O-year period, from 1969 to 1978 where it went from 24% to 10% of APSR content. With some variation, it has maintained that level through the most recent period.
No doubt this variation in content is the result of numerous factors including the shifting focus of the discipline, the responsiveness of reviewers, the emergence of new data, and changes in editorial decision making. Our data do not include measures that would allow us to address the potential impact of any of these factors on the apparent changes. Nevertheless, the data do demonstrate that while the preponderance of major subfields like American Politics and Public Policy may appear relatively stable over time (Patterson, Ripley, and Trish 1988; Powell 1994) , breaking these areas into finer-grained substantive categories reveals significant within-field fluctuation.
In This explosion in the number of multi author articles has most certainly contributed to the increase in the number of authors who published in the APSR during the recent 20 years.
An overwhelming majority of the authors have been male, but less so in the most recent 20 years. Between 1954 and 1973 just over 2% of the authors were female, and for the most recent 20 years 11 % were female. While this represents a significant increase in the percentage of articles contributed by women, it is still far below the percentage of women in the profes- 1954·1958 1959·1963 1964·1968 1969-1973 1974-1978 1979-1983 1984-1988 1989-1994 Source: The University of Iowa APSR Article data set sion. One might wonder, in this gender-sensitive world, and when examining a male-dominated discipline, whether the female authors were more likely to be secondary rather than primary authors of publications in APSR. The empirical evidence demonstrates virtually no relationship between gender and order of authorship. Women were not any more, nor any less likely to be, secondary rather than primary authors.
Frequency of Publication in the APSR
When constructing our AP SR Hall of Fame, we noticed that only 34% (544) of the 1,612 authors have March 1996 published in APSR more than once. Table 2 provides a breakdown of the number of authors publishing in APSR by frequency of publication since 1954. Why have only a third of the authors publishing in our discipline's top journal managed to publish in APSR more than once?
One possible reason is that many of these single-time publishers are secondary authors (meaning they coauthored the article but they were not the first author listed). Secondary authors (when not listed alphabetically) tend to contribute less and may be less successful than single or primary authors in publishing in APSR again. However, between 1954 and 1974 , only 18% of the single-time publishers were secondary authors.
On the other hand, during the most recent 20 years the percentage of single-time publishers, who are secondary authors, increased substantially. During the 1974 to 1994 period, 37% of one-time publishers in AP SR were secondary authors. Thus, the percentage of one-time publishers who are secondary authors has doubled from one 20-year period to the next. Yet, the fact that less than 30% of the one-time APSR publishers over the entire 40-year period are secondary authors, tends to refute the argument that few political scientists publish in APSR more than once because many of the one-time publishers are secondary authors.
A more simple and plausible reason why very few authors publish more than once in AP SR is that the journal has very stringent publication standards. Recent rejection rates are around 90% (Powell 1994; Patterson, Ripley, and Trish 1988) , and publication was not that much easier in 1947 when editor Frederic A. Ogg said that "not more than one article in four" was being accepted (Patterson, Ripley, and Trish 1988, 919) .
Has it become more difficult to get published in AP SR over the last 40 years? If it used to be easier to get published in APSR than it is today, we would expect that a larger percentage of authors should have published more than once in previous eras when the profession was smaller in size, and when there was no peer review process. According to Patterson, et al. (1988) , the APSR peer review process was implemented by Austin Ranney, Table 3 ).5 This APSR Hall of Fame contains less than 1 % of all the political scientists published in the APSR over the last 40 years. All of the inductees received their degrees before 1972 and, with the exception of William Riker and Edward N. Muller, are still active and have published in APSR since 1986. Only two of the authors (Muller and Ordeshook) had their first publication in APSR before receiving their degrees, but all of the authors got their second publication within three years of their first publication. All but one of the authors (Niemi, who seems most consistent) have had multi-publication years, and three (Erikson, A. Miller, and Shepsle) had one year in which they published three times in the APSR.6 Younger scholars may claim they are disadvantaged by having fewer years to meet the 10 publications 78 requirement, so we compared the top publishers of the most recent 20 years to the previous generation of political scientists. Table 4 given that it may have been easier by these two different approaches to publish articles in APSR without can be seen in relation between the number of citations and the frequency of publishing in AP SR is a reflection of problems endemic to the sse! that introduce measurement noise into the comparison. The SSe! lists authors by last name, and then first initial or first and middle initial. This created problems when counting the citations of authors with common last names. For example, there are many R. Browns publishing in the social sciences, and it was difficult to pick out only political science entries for so many authors with common last names.
Since there were a number of common last names (for example Brown, Jones, Miller, and Smith) in the top citations list, we went back to the SSe! to check the accuracy of our initial data collection. We confirmed our belief that au- thors with common last names tended to be inaccurately counted. They would either receive credit for many citations that were not related to political science, or their work would get listed under multiple headings (for example, Ronald E. Brown's work may be undercounted because it may be listed under R. Brown and R.E. Brown). Given these types of problems with the SSe!, we suggest that a more valid and accurate measure of visibility in the profession could be constructed by combining the number of citations and the frequency of publishing in APSR.
Citations and publication in the discipline's top journal are both measures of professional visibility and performance. Political scientists who keep up with the current literature consistently refer to APSR. On the other hand, high quality work tends to get noticed and cited frequently regardless of where it is published. Thus, we constructed a Professional Visibility Index (PVI) by mUltiplying the total number of APSR publications by the total citations received over the last 40 years and dividing by 1,000. In theory, we can calculate the PVI for all the authors in our data set. Table 6 presents the PVI scores for the 72 scholars who have published five or more articles in the APSR during the past 40 years (roughly the top 4% in Table 2 ). Many of the individuals from the Hall of Fame (Table 3) continue to rank highly in the PVI list. For example, William Riker is still the leader, and six of the top twelve on the PVI ranking are members of the APSR Hall of Fame. Moreover, all but two of the Hall of Fame members end up in the top 25 as determined by the PVI ranking. In place of surveys that rely on reputational rankings, we offer the PVI as a valid and reasonably accurate measure of visibility and performance, as it considers both publishing in the discipline's top peer review journal and the number of citations from one's peers.
Conclusion
The analysis of who has published in the AP SR during the past 40 years, particularly when combined with frequency of citations, provides yet another way to assess standing in the profession. It combines the accomplishment feature (perhaps the equivalent of Babe Ruth getting so many home-runs off so many different pitchers over a career) with the recognition feature so important to accumulative scholarship. We believe that multipleitem indicators can only make for sounder assessments. In a future report we will return to apply this combined measure to an assessment of graduate programs.
The analysis of publications in APSR also reveals an evolving portrait of the discipline's leading journal, as well as the discipline itself. The composition and content of the APSR has clearly changed over the years. Some of those changes have been reported previously by AP SR editors, such as the increase in the number of articles published per issue. However, our analysis reveals that other types of changes, which have not been noted by the editors, have also occurred. For example, when a more substantive coding of the AP SR content is employed, significant changes in AP SR content are observed across time.
Most of the changing features of who publishes in APSR, however, appear to be a reflection of shifts taking place in the discipline rather than changes in APSR per se. For example, the increased number of women publishing in AP SR in re-
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The American Political Science Review Hall of Fame cent years has to be a reflection of the increasing proportion of women in the discipline. As the proportion of women in political science continues to rise, we should expect that the number of female authors in APSR will also continue to rise.
Perhaps an even more interesting change occurring in the profession is implied by the sharp rise in multiple-authored articles during the most recent 20-year period (84% and 59% of AP SR articles in the 1954-74 and 1974-94 periods, respectively, were single-authored) . This rise in multiple-authored articles indicates that a greater degree of collaboration is occurring in the discipline now than was the case 20 years ago. Empirical evidence reflecting the rate of multiple-authored articles in a number of different journals, in addition to AP SR, during the past 40 years (see Table 7 ) strongly suggests that increasing collaboration is a trend occurring in the social sciences more generally, although some areas of political science are experiencing this trend more than other areas. In the six social science journals we examined, all showed an increase in collaborative articles over the last 20 years. The most dramatic changes occurred in the substantively broad-based political science journals (American Journal of Political Science, American Political Science Review, and Journal of Politics) .
No doubt there are a number of explanations for this trend toward increasing collaboration. We would like to think it reflects increased mentoring in the discipline, but our data do not support this interpretation. For example, if mentoring TABLE 7 was the explanation, we should find that primary authors (whom we assume to be the mentors) received their Ph.D.s much earlier than the secondary authors (those whom we assume are being mentored). Moreover, we would expect that those who published for the first time in APSR prior to getting their Ph.D.
(roughly 8% of all first-time publishers in the AP SR) would be predominantly secondary authors. The empirical evidence, however, does not support either of these hypotheses. The increased collaboration does not appear to be the result of increased mentoring.
Other plausible explanations that have come to mind must remain more speculative as they are not readily tested with the data at hand. We suggest, however, that this rise in collaboration may be the result of technical advances in computing and electronic mail capabilities, making it easier for members of the discipline to collaborate. Moreover, the increasing availability of complex data sets, as well as the ever increasing complexity and sophistication of analysis methods, has made collaboration a necessity. Regardless of the explanations for this trend, it would seem that a by-product of the change ought to be higher quality scholarship, and a more close-knit, harmonious discipline.
While we will have to wait for the future to determine if harmony in the discipline increases, some other trends associated with the rise in collaboration appear more imminent. For example, the data already reveal an emerging shift in the amount of time that occurs between obtaining the Ph.D. and get- Table 8 ), and on the average nearly five years passed before getting a second APSR publication. The impression this conveys is that most AP SR authors were crafting an article from their dissertation research, possibly with the hope that it would help in getting tenure, and then moving on to publish later work in journals with higher acceptance rates or in books. That impression is now changing as collaboration increases. First, the sole-authored article has become rarer. Secondly, it is taking longer from date of Ph.D. to first publication in APSR (the mean was five years for the earlier 20 years; and seven years for the most recent period). Finally, less time is elapsing between the first and second publication in the APSR (during the earlier 20-year period the average time elapsed was nearly six years; in the most recent 20-year period it was 3.8 years).9
Percent of Articles with Multiple Authors by Cohort
Surely there is still the sole author who has invested a good deal of time in a research project, most likely the dissertation, that gets published in APSR. However, the emerging portrait of the profession that is visible from examining the AP SR publications during the most recent 20 years conveys the image of a discipline comprised of small teams of collaborators, who most likely already have tenure, and who are working on fairly complex 82 projects involving sophisticated methods and elaborate empirical evidence. This is a very different type of profession than that which was evident 20 years ago. tO Notes * This effort has been, perhaps more than anything else, an exercise in data set construction. We wish to thank those individuals whose countless hours of data collection, coding, and entry have made this article possible: Megan Lutz, Graham Fuller, Michelle Ucci, and Scott Fitzgerald. We also wish to thank Chia-Hsing Lu for technical assistance, Regan Chechhio for editorial assistance, and Peggy Swails for secretarial assistance.
1. This hypothesis is partly based on the findings of earlier research demonstrating a significant positive correlation between the prestige rating of journals and the Social Science Citations Index Impact Factor (Christenson and Sigelman 1985) . The Impact Factor is a measure of the frequency with which the "average article" in a journal has been cited in a particular year. This earlier work was at the aggregate level, that is, at the level of the journal rather than at the level of the individual author. Nonetheless, it does suggest that if articles in more prestigious journals are cited more frequently than those in less prestigious journals, then we should also expect that those authors who publish more frequently in the most prestigious journals should be cited relatively more often than those who publish less frequently. We are not aware, however, of any previous work examining this hypothesis at the individual level.
2. Of course we have no way to systematically control for authors who may have completely changed their names over the period examined. We were, however, able to account for authors who may have changed a single last name to a hyphenated name.
3. The 1994-% APSA Directory of Members was used to locate information for authors in the most recent 20 years, and the 195&-65, 1966-70, 1971-75, 1976-80, 1991, 1992 and 1993. 5. The first 49 years saw 25 authors with IO or more publications in the APSR. This finding supports descriptions of the early APSR as a less prestigious journal where publication in the APSR did not carry the same noteworthiness that it does today.
6. This demonstrates that it would be very interesting to have data on the acceptance rates for those in the APSR Hall of Fame. Those data, however, are not available.
7. Since some articles were peer reviewed before 1967 (Patterson, Ripley, and Trish 1988, 20) we only note authors with publications before 1965. Riker had four publications before 1965, and W.E. Miller had four publications before 1965.
8. Of course, one must be rather cautious in drawing this conclusion since the citation counts are affected by a number of problems that would tend to decrease this correlation. Moreover, there are interesting patterns of first authorship that can also influence this correlation because citation counts consider only first authors of multiple-authored articles. It is interesting to note that individuals who are frequently, but not always, the first author got higher numbers of citations on the average (893 lines of citations), than individuals who are always first authors (740 lines) during the most recent 20 years when collaboration has been increasing. Hence, collaborative work is certainly associated with higher citations than singleauthored work (even those individuals who are secondary authors on APSR articles receive relatively high numbers of citations, 487 lines on average). This relative high level of citing multiple-authored articles is interesting in its own regard, but it is also relevant here because rotating the first author on articles, something that happens frequently on collaborative work, has implications for using citations as the critical measure of performance and scholarly impact.
9. This difference may be slightly affected by a couple of interesting outliers that occur for the first 20 years. For example, 35 years elapsed between Lucien Pye's first and second APSR publication. His most recent APSR publication occurred in 1990 and was his APSA Presidential Address entitled, "Political Science and the Crisis of Authoritarianism." Also, 30 years elapsed between Herb Simon's first APSR publication and his revised James Madison Lecture entitled "Human Nature in Politics: The Dialogue of Psychology with Political Science," which appeared in the June 1985 APSR. Removing these outliers actually has only an insignifi-cant impact on the difference between the mean time elapsed between the Ph.D. and first publication in the APSR for the first and second 20-year period.
10. Of course a caveat is needed here. First of all, we are making generalizations about the profession from trends emerging in only five political science and one sociology journal. We have no evidence to indicate whether or not similar trends of increasing collaboration are appearing in other political science journals or in journals from other social science subfields such as anthropology or psychology. Nevertheless, if our explanation of the APSR trend is correct, then we would expect this trend to be visible in other political science journals, as well as the journals of other social science disciplines. Our future research plans include undertaking an analysis of yet other journals to determine if we have discovered a trend that appears in those journals as well. Until that work is complete, our results must be viewed as inconclusive. Secondly, the reader should be reminded that the data dealing with time of getting the Ph.D. is still somewhat incomplete and as indicated earlier in the text is based upon a sample of 769 individuals out of the 1,628 authors. Given these limitations our conclusions must remain somewhat speculative.
